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Maricopa County is the second largest voting jurisdiction in the United States. With more than 2.6 million registered voters, 
aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ сл ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ǾƻǘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ 
the County Board of Supervisors and the County Recorder and administers city, town, school district, special district, county, 
state, and federal elections in Maricopa County.    

Transparency, accuracy, and accountability are paramount to Maricopa County and its Elections Department. Maricopa 
/ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀǊŜ ǘǊŀƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ Certified Election Officers with knowledge of state and federal election laws and the 
Arizona Election Procedures Manual. Our role as election administrators is guided by statute and our team follows those 
laws and procedures so that every eligible vote is counted.    

 

 
On November 23, 2020, Maricopa County delivered the November General Election certified canvass results to the Arizona 
Secretary of State. The Elections Department stands by these certified results.  

Many allegations about the November 2020 General Election made their way to court and Maricopa County clearly 
presented the facts to judges at both the state and federal level. Fourteen different times complaints alleged election fraud, 
ƳŀƴƛǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƻǊ ǘŀƳǇŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нлнл DŜƴŜǊŀƭ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ bƻ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǎǳŎŎŜŜŘŜŘΦ CƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ 
court cases, see Exhibit ς COURT CASES. 

The County welcomes objective and unbiased scrutiny and reviews of its elections processes. Following the August 2018 
tǊƛƳŀǊȅ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ .ƻŀǊŘ ƻŦ {ǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊǎ ŜƴƭƛǎǘŜŘ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀƴ 
external auditing cƻƳǇŀƴȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΦ ¢ƘƻǎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭΣ ƴƻƴ-partisan reviews 
ȅƛŜƭŘŜŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ   

After the November 2020 General Election, the County hired two federally certified Voting System Test Laboratories to 
conduct an audit of the tabulation equipment used to count ballots for all five of the elections administered in 2020. Both 
certified laboratories found no anomalies in the tabulation equipment and confirmed that:   

¶ All tested software, systems, and equipment were using certified software 

¶ No malicious malware or hardware was installed 

¶ No evidence of internet connectivity was found  

¶ The 2020 General Election program and tabulation equipment was accurate (test completed by only one Voting 
System Test Laboratory) 

 

Despite all evidence to the contrary, false allegations continue to persist and damage voter confidence. Many falsehoods 
ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǇŜǊǇŜǘǳŀǘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎΣ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŀǘŀΣ ǿƘƛch were 
subpoenaed by Arizona Senate President Karen Fann and Senate Judiciary Committee Chairman Warren Petersen.  
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¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΣ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ 
presentations delivered to Senators Cŀƴƴ ŀƴŘ tŜǘŜǊǎŜƴΦ ¢ƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŎǳƭƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎŜǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ 
and presentations delivered by its contractors on September 24, 2021, which called into question the integrity of Maricopa 
County employees and the validity of legitimate votes cast by eligible voters. 

This continuous release of inaccurate information required the County to develop a website to combat misinformation: 
JustTheFacts.Vote. 

This report, prepared by election professionals, was commissioned by the Board of Supervisors and the County Recorder, 
who directed the Elections Department to conduct a thorough review of the claims and voter appendices contained in 
Cyber Ninjas Volume III report (Pgs. 1-смύΣ /ȅCLwΩǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎ ±ƻƭǳƳŜ LLL όtƎǎΦ см-
фтύΣ 9ŎƘƻaŀƛƭΩǎ ŜƴǾŜƭƻǇŜ ƛƳages presentation and report (Pgs. 1-ффύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ aŀŎƘƛƴŜ tŀǇŜǊ .ŀƭƭƻǘ /ƻǳƴǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ 
(Pgs. 1-36). 

 

After an in-ŘŜǇǘƘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎǎǳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǿŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ 
that nearly every finding included faulty analysis, inaccurate claims, misleading conclusions, and a lack of understanding of 
federal and state election laws. Our review of the ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΣ /ȅCLwΣ 9ŎƘƻaŀƛƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ !ǳŘƛǘ 
Liaisons, found: 

¶ 22 were misleading. The claims lead the reader to assume a conclusion that is not supported by the evidence.   

¶ 41 were inaccurate. The claims include flawed or misstated analysis.  

¶ 13 were false. The claims are demonstrably false and can be proven false using materials provided to the 
Senate.    
 

The report produced by Senate contractor, Cyber Ninjas, inaccurately challenges the legitimacy of thousands of voters who 
participated in the November 2020 General Election and/or the validity of ballots counted and included in the official results. 
The ElŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ±ƻƭǳƳŜ LLL ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ  

  
 

As shown in EXEC Table #1 on the next page, Maricopa County election professionals found seven false claims, 23 inaccurate 
claims, and nine misleading claims made in Cyber Ninjas Volume III report. This includes faulty conclusions about voters 
who moved, early voting files, ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ǾƻǘŜǊ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΣ 
and ballots for military and overseas voters.  At the heart of these inaccuracies is a basic misunderstanding or ignorance of 
election laws and procedures. 

 

https://recorder.maricopa.gov/justthefacts/
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Topic Page Claim Reference Ballots Analysis 

Subpoena, Hand Count and Paper 

Audit Cooperation & 
Subpoenaed Items 

9 Audit Interference 5.7.1 (pg. 48) n/a Misleading Claim 

Missing Subpoena Items 5.7.8 (pg. 56) n/a Misleading Claim 

Subpoenaed Equipment Not Yet Provided 6.5.3 (pg.78) n/a Misleading Claim 

Voter Registration System Audit Access 5.7.12 (Pg. 60) n/a Misleading Claim 

Hand Count & 
Machine Count 

13 Tally Results, Presidential & Senate Races 4-4.3 (pg. 2) n/a 3 Misleading Claims 

Machine Count MCR (pg. 4) n/a Misleading Claim 

Paper and Printer 
Claims 

17 High Bleed-Through Rates on Ballots 5.7.5 (pg. 52) n/a False Claim 

Improper Paper Utilized 5.7.6 (pg. 54) n/a False Claim 

Out of Calibration Ballot Printers 5.7.10 (pg. 57) n/a False Claim 

Questionable Ballots 5.7.13 (pg. 61) n/a False Claim 

Voter Registration 

Voters that Moved & 
Soft Matching 
Techniques 

53 Mail-in Ballot Voted from Prior Address 5.3.1 (pg. 6) 23,344 0 

Potentially Voted in Multiple Counties 5.4.2 (pg. 10) 5,295 5 

In-Person Voters Moved out of County 5.5.3 (pg. 14) 2,382 0 

Voters Moved Out-of-State Prior to Election 5.5.4 (pg. 16) 2,081 0 

No Record of Voters in Commercial Database 5.7.9 (pg. 56) N/A Inaccurate Claim 

Other Voter 
Registration Claims 

60 Voters with Incomplete Names 5.6.5 (pg. 27) 393 0 

Deceased Voters 5.6.6 (pg. 29) 298 26 

Late Registered Voters with Counted Votes 5.6.8 (pg. 32) 198 0 

Duplicate Voter IDs 5.6.10 (pg. 37) 186 6 

Multiple Voters linked by AFFSEQ 5.6.11(pg. 38) 101 0 

Protected Voters, Early and Damaged Ballots, and UOCAVA Voters 

Protected Voter 
Claims 

65 Official Results Do Not Match Who Votes 5.5.1 (pg. 12) 3,432 0 

Votes Counted in Excess of Voters Who Voted 5.5.5 (pg. 18) 1,551 0 

Early Ballot Returns 
and Real-Time Check-
in System 

67 More Early Ballots Returned than Received 5.4.1 (pg. 8) 9,041 0 

Ballots Returned not in the final Voted File 5.6.3 (pg. 24) 430 0 

Mail-in Ballot Received Without Sent Record  5.6.4 (pg. 25) 397 0 

Early Votes Not Accounted For in EV33 5.7.4 (pg. 51) n/a False Claim 

Real-Time Provisional Ballots 5.7.11 (pg. 59) n/a Misleading Claim 

Voters not in precinct register  5.6.1 (pg. 20) 681 0 

Date of Registration Changes to Earlier Date 5.6.9 (pg. 34) 193 0 

Damaged and 
Duplicated Ballots 

83 More Duplicates than Original Ballots 5.5.2 (pg. 13) 2,592 0 

Duplicated Ballots & Missing Serial Numbers 5.6.2 (pg. 22) ~500 0 

Duplicate Ballots Reuse Serial Numbers 5.6.14 (pg. 47) 6 0 

Commingled Damaged and Original Ballots 5.7.3 (pg. 50) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Ballots and Batch 
Discrepancies 

88 Double Scanned & Counted Ballots 5.6.12 (pg. 45) 50 50 

Batch Discrepancies 5.7.2 (pg. 48) n/a False Claim  

UOCAVA Claims 90 UOCAVA Count Does Not Match the EAC  5.6.7 (pg. 30) 226 0 

UOCAVA Electronic Ballots Double Counted 5.6.13 (pg.46) 6 0 

Inaccurate Identification of UOCAVA ballots 5.7.7 (pg. 55) N/A False Claim 

Ballots Total 53,304 87 

Total Claims 
 

1Maricopa County found that 21 of the 22 ballot claims were inaccurate. While Cyber Ninjas section 5.6.12 was included in 
the total claims (39), it was not assigned a category. For more information see page 86. 

40 7 False  

23 Inaccurate1 

9 Misleading 
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Our analysis found 37 instances where a voter may have unlawfully cast multiple ballots. We have forwarded these instances 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ !ǘǘƻǊƴŜȅ DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ рл ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ǿŀǎ 
potentially double counted.  

 
!ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ нΦм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŀǇŜǊ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
September 24 presentation to Senators Fann and Petersen, Cyber Ninjas reported that its ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ 
maŎƘƛƴŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ƳŀǘŎƘŜŘ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŎŀƴǾŀǎǎΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŎŀƴǾŀǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ 
machine count are almost identical, an analysis of hand count reports and procedures (see pg. 13) reveal discrepancies that 
call Cyber NinjŀǎΩ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ  

 

¢ƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΣ /ȅCLwΣ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǘŀōǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ Election 
Management System (EMS).  

 
CyFIR looked for ballot images in the wrong areas and then wrongly assumed that the images were corrupt. CyFIR also aired 
inaccurate claims about routers being connected to the EMS and incorrectly concluded that the tabulation equipment was 
connected to the internet, leading to additional inaccurate or misleading claims about County cybersecurity measures. In 
its September 24, 2021 presentation, CyFIR accused County staff of intentionally deleting files and logs. That is not true. All 
2020 General Election files have been preserved and archived. The County created 26 daily back-ups of the EMS server 
during the election, with the last one occurring after tabulation was completed on November 13, 2020.  

 

These inaccurate and misleading claims continue to spread. This report goes into further detail about each claim. A summary 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ /ȅCLwΩǎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ EXEC Table #2 below.    
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Topic Page Claim Reference Ballots Analysis 

Tabulation Equipment & Technology  

Election 
Management System 
Database and Files 

21 EMS Database Purged  6.4.1 (Pg. 63) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Election Files Deleted 
EMS C:\ Drive 
EMS D:\ Drive 

6.4.2 (Pg. 65) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

6.4.2.1.1 (Pg. 66) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

6.4.2.1.2 (Pg. 67) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

6.4.2.1.2 (Pg. 67) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Deleted Files & Directories  
HiPro 1, HiPro 3, HiPro 4  

6.4.2.1.3 (Pg. 68) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

6.4.2.1.4 (Pg. 69) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

6.4.2.1.5 (Pg. 69) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Corrupt Ballot Images 6.4.3 (Pg. 70) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Missing Ballot Images on EMS Server 6.5.1 (Pg. 73) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Operating System 
Logs 

25 EMS Logs Not Preserved 6.5.6 (Pg. 85) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

User Log Deletions on 02/11/2021 6.5.6.1.1 (Pg. 86) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

User Log Deletions on 03/03/2021 6.5.6.1.2 (Pg. 86) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

User Log Deletions on 04/12/2021 6.5.6.1.3 (Pg. 87) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Anonymous Logins  6.5.4 (Pg. 82) n/a False Claim 

Election 
Management System 
& its Air Gapped 
Network 

36 Internet Connections 7.5.5 (Pg. 89) n/a False Claim 

Internet Connections to the EMS 6.5.6.2 (Pg. 89) n/a False Claim 

Internet Connections to Client 1 6.5.6.3 (Pg. 89) n/a False Claim 

Internet Connections to Client 3 6.5.6.4 (Pg. 90) n/a False Claim 

Internet Connections to the REWEB  6.5.6.5 (Pg. 90) n/a Misleading Claim 

Internet Connections to the REGIS  6.5.6.6 (Pg. 91) n/a Misleading Claim 

Hard Drives and 
Other Data 

45 Dual Boot System Discovered 6.5.5 (Pg. 84) n/a Misleading Claim 

Election Data Found From Other States 7.6.1 (pg. 92) n/a Inaccurate Claim 

Cybersecurity Best 
Practices  

47 Failure to Follow Basic Cybersecurity 6.5.2 (Pg. 75) n/a Misleading Claim 

Software and Patch Management 6.5.2.1.1 (Pg 75) n/a Misleading Claim 

Credential Management 6.5.2.1.3 (Pg. 76) n/a Misleading Claim 

Lack of Baseline for Host and Network Activity 6.5.2.1.4 (Pg. 78) n/a Misleading Claim 

   Total Claims 27 5 False  

15 Inaccurate 

7 Misleading 
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Senate contractor, EchoMail, reviewed the 1.9 million early ballot affidavit images from the November 2020 General 
Election. 

 

 
EchoMailΩǎ analysis did not consider the signature curing process, which is when a voter corrects a signature issue by 
ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ άŘǳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜέ ŜŀǊƭȅ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ŜƴǾŜƭƻǇŜ ƛƳŀƎŜǎ that EchoMail claimed 
ǿŜǊŜ άŀƴƻƳŀƭƛŜǎέ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ !ǎ ǾƻǘŜǊǎ ŎǳǊŜ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ǘŀƪŜǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƻŦ 
the envelope. hƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ŜƴǾŜƭƻǇŜΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ 9ŎƘƻaŀƛƭΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƳƛǎƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŎƭŀƛƳǎ 
about the CounǘȅΩǎ ǎƛƎƴŀǘǳǊŜ ǾŜǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻǾŜƴ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ƛƴ /ƻǳǊǘΦ 9ŎƘƻaŀƛƭ ŀƭǎƻ Ŧŀƛƭǎ ǘƻ 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀΩǎ elections laws related to the processing of early ballot affidavits, signature review and verification, 
and rights of voters to cure their signature. A summary of the Cƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ 9ŎƘƻaŀƛƭΩǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
following EXEC Table #3.    

Topic Page Claim Reference Envelopes Analysis 

Early Ballot 
Envelope 
Images 

76 Canvass Requirements Pg. 14 n/a False Claim 

77 мтΣмнс ά5ǳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜέ 9ŀǊƭȅ .ŀƭƭƻǘ LƳŀƎŜǎ 17,126 Misleading Claim 

77 More Envelopes Processed & Submitted than 
Identified by EchoMail 

6,545 Misleading Claim 

78 No Signatures, Scribbles & Bad Signature Rates Pg. 14-15 2,580 Inaccurate Claim 

9,589 Inaccurate Claim 

80 Increase in Envelopes but Decrease in 
Signature Rejections 

Pg. 15 n/a Inaccurate Claim 

80 Daily Duplicate Numbers Pg. 74-75 7,797 Misleading Claim 

80 Stamped in Signature Region Pg. 79 n/a Misleading Claim 

81 Stamp Behind the Envelope Triangle Pg. 84 n/a Misleading Claim 

 
82 

Two-Different Voter IDs Pg. 85-86 n/a Misleading Claim 

 10 6 Misleading 

3 Inaccurate 

1 False 

 
Post-election audits build trust and promote election integrity when they have bipartisan oversight and are conducted by 
experienced, unbiased professionals who use well-defined, proven processes to provide quantifiable, reproducible proof.  
These audits can also identify and explain any inconsistencies that arise so processes may be improved, or new laws may 
be considered.   
 
¦ƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŦŜƭƭ ŦŀǊ ǎƘƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘs and instead promoted 
disinformation and distrust. This report details those shortcomings and corrects the record.
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(Cyber Ninjas Volume III Report Sections ς 5.7.1, 5.7.8, 6.5.3)  

 

/ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ±ƻƭǳƳŜ LLL report included four misleading claims about the CountȅΩǎ cooperation with their review.  
 

Cyber Ninjas Volume III County  
Analysis Reference Claim 

5.7.1 (pg. 48) άAudit Interferenceέ Misleading Claim 

5.7.8 (pg. 56) άMissing Subpoena Itemsέ Misleading Claim 

6.5.3 (pg.78) άSubpoenaed Equipment Not Yet Providedέ Misleading Claim 

5.7.12  (Pg. 60) ά±ƻǘŜǊ wŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ {ȅǎǘŜƳ !ǳŘƛǘ !ŎŎŜǎǎέ Misleading Claim 

 

 

Despite claims to the contrary, the County complied ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǳōǇƻŜƴŀǎΦ ²ƛǘƘƛƴ days of the issuance of the January 
12, 2021 subpoena, the County had gathered and provided the Senate with thousands of documents and over eight 
terabytes of data (see Exhibit ς SUBPOENA TRACKING)Φ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǳōǇƻŜƴŀ ŎƻƳƳŀnded 
the Maricopa County Board of SupervisorsΩ Chairman, County Recorder and County Treasurer to attend a public hearing at 
the Senate on January 13 at 9 a.m. (less than 18 hours after the issuance of the subpoena).  When the elected officials 
arrived, the Senate did not have a hearing scheduled and they turned the /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ elected officials away.  
 
The County asked for judicial clarification on the lawfulness of producing paper ballots, ballot images and tabulation 
equipment from the November 2020 General Election to the Senate. After the Maricopa County Superior Court ruled that 
the law allowed the production and that the subpoena requests were valid, the County did not appeal the ruling, but instead 
asked Senate President Karen Fann when the County could deliver the almost нΦм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƘŀƳōŜǊǎ 
as commanded by the subpoena. The Senate requested that the County keep the ballots until the Senate could find an 
alternative location for delivery. As later stipulated by the Senate, the County delivered the ballots, equipment and other 
data subpoenaed by the Senate to the Arizona Veterans Memorial Coliseum on April 21 and 22, 2021. These items included 
all the information the Senate needed to validate the 2020 General Election results. A second subpoena was issued on July 
26, 2021. The County provided even more data in response.  
 
On September 17, 2021, over eight months after the subpoenas were originally issued and before the issuance of Cyber 
bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƴŘ {ŜƴŀǘŜ ƴŜƎƻǘƛŀǘŜŘ ŀƴ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƳŀǎǘŜǊ ǘƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ router 
logs, and the Senate confirmed that the County was in full compliance with all issued subpoenas (see Exhibit ς SUBPEONA 
AGREEMENT).    
 

  

5.7.1 (Audit Interference), 5.7.8 (Missing Subpoena Items), 6.5.3 (Subpoenaed Equipment Not Yet Provided) 
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In section 5.7.1, Cyber Ninjas accused the County of interfering with its review by instructing one of the CountyΩǎ vendors 
not to cooperate. That did not happen. Rather, the County asked its vendor to tell Cyber Ninjas that it should submit any 
questions to the County, because the County was in the best position to provide accurate responses to questions about the 
election. No questions were submitted.  
 
In sections 5.7.8 and 6.5.3, Cyber Ninjas list the items that they believe should have been provided in response to the 
{ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǳōǇƻŜƴŀǎΦ {ŜŜ SUBPOENAED ITEMS Table #1 foǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ 
 

SUBPOENAED ITEMS Table #1  ς  Items Cyber Ninjas Claim Were Subpoenaed by the Senate 

Cyber Ninjas Volume III Report County Response  

Reference Item 

5.7.8 άwŜƧŜŎǘŜŘ tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴŀƭ Bŀƭƭƻǘǎέ ¢ƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ мн sǳōǇƻŜƴŀ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ά!ŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭΣ ǇŀǇŜǊ 
ballots including but not limited to early ballots, Election Day ballots, and 
tǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǇŀǇŜǊ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎ 
counted and included in the results for the November 2020 General Election. 
This included early, Election Day, and provisional ballots. The rejected 
provisional affidavits and the rejected early ballot affidavits, cast by those 
ineligible to vote, were not provided because the envelopes containing 
rejected early ballots are never opened and the rejected ballots are never 
ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘΦ  !ǘ ƴƻ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜ 
Senate or its contractors clarify that they wanted these items.  

ά¦ƴŎǳǊŜŘ aŀƛƭ .ŀƭƭƻǘǎέ 

ά.ŀƭƭƻǘǎ ǊŜǘǳǊƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
/ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀǎ ǳƴŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƭŜέ 

6.5.3.1.1 wƻǳǘŜǊǎ κ άbŜǘǿƻǊƪ wŜƭŀǘŜŘ 
5ŀǘŀέ 

²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ǊƻǳǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǾŜǊ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
tabulation equipment or Election Management System (EMS), the Senate 
continued to ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǊƻǳǘŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ over 
50 County departments, most of which have no relationship to the Elections 
5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ όŜΦƎΦΣ {ƘŜǊƛŦŦΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜΣ {ǳǇŜǊƛƻǊ /ƻǳǊǘΣ tǳōƭƛŎ IŜŀƭǘƘύΦ tǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ 
these routers or access to the logs would have disrupted County operations, 
exposed the County network to significant security risks, and jeopardized law 
enforcement operations. As a result, the County and the Senate negotiated 
an arrangement that allows for the Senate to securely get answers to its 
questions about the routers. As part of that agreement, the Senate stipulated 
that it had found the County fully complied with the subpoenas. If the routers 
had been provided and spoiled by Cyber Ninjas, the estimated replacement 
cost would have been $6 million.  

6.5.3.1.2 άtƻƭƭ ²ƻǊƪŜǊ [ŀǇǘƻǇǎέ The laptops in reference are the laptops connected to the printers the 
County uses at its voting locations. The Senate never requested these items 
ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ǎǳōǇƻŜƴŀΦ !ǘ ƴƻ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘƛŘ 
the Senate or its contractors ask for these items. The replacement cost of 
these laptops and printers, with installed proprietary software is estimated 
at $9,000 per unit. If Cyber Ninjas spoiled this equipment as they did the 
tabulation equipment, this would cost County taxpayers another $3.2 million 
before taxes ($9,000 x 360 printers/laptops).   
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SUBPOENAED ITEMS Table #1  ς  Items Cyber Ninjas Claim Were Subpoenaed by the Senate 

Cyber Ninjas Volume III Report County Response  

Reference Item 

6.5.3.1.3 άL/t !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊ 
Credentials and Hardware 
¢ƻƪŜƴǎέ 

The County does not have possession or access to this information, because 
it is not needed by the County to conduct elections. 

6.5.3.1.4 άLt· ŀƴŘ hǘƘŜǊ 5ŜǾƛŎŜǎέ Cyber Ninjas listed an IPX device in its report.  We do not have a piece of 
ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ŀƴ άLt·Σέ ōǳǘ ǿŜ Řƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƴ L/·Σ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƭƭ ŀƴ accessible 
voting device. These machines are ballot marking tools used at voting 
locations for voters that need additional assistance marking their ballots. 
They do not perform tabulation functions and were not requested in the 
{ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ sǳōǇƻŜƴŀΦ !ǘ ƴƻ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ 
did the Senate or its contractors ask for these items. If Cyber Ninjas spoiled 
this equipment as they did the tabulation equipment, this would cost County 
taxpayers another $50,000 before taxes ($300 x 175 accessible voting 
devices).  

6.5.3.1.5 άOther Devices Connected 
to the Election Networkέ 

The Senate subpoenaed tabulation equipment used during the November 
2020 General Election. The other devices stated in this section of Cyber 
NinjasΩ report are the back-up server and peripheral printers used to print 
reports. The backup server was not used during the November 2020 General 
Election. The peripheral printers are not tabulation equipment. The Senate 
did not request this equipment in its subpoena. At no point prior to the 
ƛǎǎǳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŘƛŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜ ƻǊ its contractors ask for 
these items. If Cyber Ninjas spoiled this equipment as they did the tabulation 
equipment, this would cost County taxpayers another $6,900 before taxes.   

 
 

  

5.7.12 (Voter Registration System Audit Access) 
 

/ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǾƻǘŜǊ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜΣ ŎƭŀƛƳƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ сл ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άŀǳŘƛǘ ǘŜŀƳ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŘŜƴƛŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻǊǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳŘƛǘΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ǘǊǳŜΦ ¢ƘŜ 
Senate was provided with all the servers that interface with the voter registration database. Additionally, the Senate was 
also provided with the servers that support the RecorderΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ and Elections Department website (see Exhibit - 
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SUBPOENA). Further, as stated above the County and Senate negotiated a settlement agreement, and the Senate confirmed 
that the County was in full compliance with all issued subpoenas.    
 
The voter registration database is hosted on a separate network and is isolated from the Election Management System. It 
is also separate from the 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ website. As standard practice, all development and use of the voter 
registration database and the RecorderΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ and Election Department website follows Open Web Application Security 
Project (OWASP) protocols. Many of these security controls and configurations are not public information to protect the 
security and integrity of the system. Below is a summary of what can be shared publicly.  
 

¶ The voter registration database is only accessible by authorized systems and personnel. Multiple layers of 
authentication and security controls are in place to ensure the voter registration database is not accessed by bad 
actors. All development code is written and reviewed by quality assurance personnel for usability and security. It is 
also run through independent code security scan and verification services, which are remediated prior to going into 
production. The County has made substantial investments over the past decade in software, services and personnel 
in order to ensure the voter registration system delivers the citizens of Maricopa County best in class service.  

¶ hƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ǘƘŜ wŜŎƻǊŘŜǊΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǳǎŜǎ ǘƛŜǊŜŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ŎƻƴŦƛƎǳǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ While voters can 
securely access some pieces of their voter information through online portals, the website does not have access or 
authority to make changes to the voter registration database. These controls ensure automated attacks by bad 
actors on the website are discovered quickly and shut down. This is evidenced by a November 2020 incident when 
our Information Technology Security Department determined that an unauthorized person accessed publicly 
ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇŀƎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ wŜŎƻǊŘŜǊΩǎ Office website. We secured the page and took immediate 
action to prevent this from happening in the future. This person never gained access to the voter registration 
database. Of the unauthorized data gathered, our team determined 859 of those individuals were protected voters 
(judges, law enforcement officers, survivors of domestic violence and other types of harassment or abuse). No 
sensitive personal information such as Social Security or Driver License numbers were obtained and none of the 
information identified the individuals as protected voters. This incident also had no impact on any ballot, or 
tabulation of ballots.  

 

With these security measures, and the cooperation from multiple federal, state and county security operations partners, 
the County has not had a breach in security within the voter registration database. The unauthorized access to the website 
was not a breach of the voter registration system. 
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(Cyber Ninjas Volume III Report Sections ς 4, 4.1 & 4.3; Machine Paper Ballot Count Report)  
 
Cyber NinjasΩ report included three claims about the Maricopa CƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘ ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ 
hand count. The Senate also performed a machine count of the total number of ballots.  
 

Cyber Ninjas Volume III and Senate Machine Count Report County Analysis 

Reference Claim Ballots 

4 (pg. 2) ά¢ŀƭƭȅ wŜǎǳƭǘǎέ N/A Misleading Claims: ²ƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘ 
ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘŀōǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
equipment and certified results, ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ analysis of 
/ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ 
revealed significant discrepancies.   

4.1 (pg. 2) άtǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ wŀŎŜέ  N/A 

4.3 (pg. 3) ά{ŜƴŀǘŜ wŀŎŜέ N/A 

Machine Count Report (pg. 4) άaŀŎƘƛƴŜ /ƻǳƴǘέ  N/A 

 

A.R.S. § 16-602(B) describes the process for hand counts. The Arizona Elections Procedures Manual (pgs. 213-234) describe 
the legally allowed procedures for hand counts. 

 

 

On November 23, 2020, Maricopa County delivered the November General Election certified canvass results to the Arizona 
Secretary of State. The Maricopa County Elections Department stands by the certified results submitted to the County Board 
of Supervisors and transmitted to the Arizona Secretary of State. The accuracy, reliability, and trustworthiness of the 
processes used by Maricopa County and the results reported have been confirmed through statutorily required accuracy 
tests, hand counts, 14 court cases, and two separate independent contractor post-election audits.   
 

Maricopa County 2020 Election ς Certification, Accuracy Tests, Hand Counts, and Audits 
Transparency, accuracy, and accountability are paramount to Maricopa County and its Elections Department. The 
County followed all statutorily required pre- and post-tests, audits and reviews of elections administered in 2020. 
The County also welcomes objective and unbiased scrutiny and reviews of its elections processes. Throughout the 
2020 elections, political party observers were present at voting locations, followed ballot courier routes and 
observed signature verification, ballot processing and tabulation. In addition to strict physical security protocols 
including limited badge access, all rooms with ballots were monitored by surveillance cameras 24-7.  
 
The following is summary of some of the statutory requirements and other steps taken to ensure the integrity of 
the tabulation processes used for the November 2020 General Election:  
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¶ In December 2019, after a competitive bidding process and pilot test during the November 2019 
Jurisdictional Elections that confirmed the tabulator results with a 100% hand count, the County finalized 
a contract with Dominion Voting Systems to lease tabulation equipment. The Contract was awarded after 
Dominion obtained both federal and state certification.  As part of the certification process, the equipment 
underwent extensive testing for reliability, accuracy, and security. Find the federal Certificate of 
Conformance for Dominion Voting Systems Democracy Suite 5.5-B here. 

¶ On October 6, 2020, the 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀ 
logic and accuracy test on the tabulation equipment in accordance with state law (A.R.S. § 16-449). The 
test date was published in the newspaper, open to the public and observed by political party 
representatives, city/town clerks, school and health care district representatives. The law requires an 
errorless count before tabulators and software can be used in an election. The tests confirmed the 
equipment was tabulating ballots accurately, paving the way for the November 2020 General Election.   

¶ On November 4, 2020, a hand count audit of election results performed by Maricopa County political 
parties, to include the Republican, Democratic and Libertarian parties, found a 100% match to the vote 
tabulation equipment. The hand count audit, which is required by law, covered a statistically significant 
sample of ballots. The hand count was viewable on the ElŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 
were shared publicly. Two prior 2020 hand counts (March Presidential Preference Election and August 
Primary Election) performed by these same recognized political parties also found a 100% match between 
the tabulation equipment and the hand count results. 

¶ On November 18, 2020Σ ǘƘŜ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŜŘ 
a post-election logic and accuracy test on the equipment to ensure it was not changed or tampered with 
during the election. Members of all three political parties and a representative from the Arizona Attorney 
DŜƴŜǊŀƭΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘΦ LƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜ-election logic and accuracy tests, this was the tenth 
public test performed in 2020 that confirmed the accuracy of the tabulation system (a pre and post logic 
and accuracy test were performed for the March 2020 Jurisdictional Elections, March 2020 Presidential 
Preference Election, May 2020 Jurisdictional Election, August 2020 Primary Election, and November 2020 
General Election).  

¶ On November 20, 2020, the Board held a nearly three-hour public meeting to discuss concerns and 
questions raised by Maricopa County residents. Only after these questions were answered in a public 
forum did the Board certify the results of the election.  The canvassing of the November 2020 General 
Election was completed in accordance with state laws (A.R.S. §§ 16-642 (A)(B), 16-643, 16-646). This 
meeting was broadcast live and is still available to the public. 

¶ On February 24, 2021, the Board held a public meeting to review the results of two post-election audits 
that were completed by U.S. Election Assistance Commission certified Voting System Test Laboratories 
(VSTL). The audits found the equipment and software were the unaltered certified versions, no malicious 
hardware or software were detected, no evidence of internet connectivity was identified, and that the 
equipment was accurately tabulating. This meeting was broadcast live and is still available to the public. 

Post-election court challenges 
Many allegations about the November 2020 General Election made their way to court and Maricopa County clearly 
presented the facts to judges at both the local and federal level.  Fourteen different times complaints about election 
fraud, manipulation, or tamǇŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нлнл ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŜǊŜ ōǊƻǳƎƘǘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ 9ŀŎƘ ŎŀǎŜ 
was dismissed by the courts or withdrawn by the plaintiffs. For a complete listing of all court cases, see Exhibit - 
COURT CASES. 
 

https://www.eac.gov/sites/default/files/voting_system/files/DVS_5.5B_Certificate_Scope_Conformance.pdf
https://youtu.be/XUHPaJWiG68
https://youtu.be/XUHPaJWiG68
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fIhbWBDigsw
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4 (Tally Results), 4.1 (Presidential Contest), 4.3 (Senate Contest), & Machine Count Report (pg. 4, 20-36) 

 

 
Cyber Ninjas took nearly six months to count and report just two contests from aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нΣлуфΣрсо ōŀƭƭƻǘǎ from 
the November 2020 General Election.  On July 13, 2021, Arizona Senate President Karen Fann said publicly that their tally 
ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ canvass and that ǎƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘǿƻ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜŘΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǎƘŜ ƻǊŘŜǊŜŘ 
a separate machine count as a result. ¢ƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ aŀŎƘƛƴŜ /ƻǳƴǘ wŜǇƻǊǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ пΥ άThese results show the machine 
Ŏƻǳƴǘ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳǎ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ нлнл ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΦέ 
 
!ƴ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ and claims 
related to duplicate ballots (Item 14 ς Damaged and Duplicate Ballots, pg. 83). Our analysis of CȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ 
results and reported hand count procedures reveal some of the inaccuracies, inconsistencies, and problems with Cyber 
bƛƴƧŀǎΩ hand count. Below is a summary of some of the issues: 
 

¶ .ŀƭƭƻǘ ¢ƻǘŀƭǎ 5ƻƴΩǘ aŀǘŎƘ ς As the U.S. Senate race and Presidential contest are on every ballot, the total number 
of ballots should be the same. Cyber NinjasΩ ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ reported a 173-ballot difference between the two 
contests: 

o Presidential Contest - 2,088,569 
o U.S. Senate Contest - 2,088,396 

If the hand count was performed accurately and consistently, the vote totals for official candidates, write-in 
candidates, and under/over votes for these two contests would match perfectly.  

¶ IŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘ ¢ƻǘŀƭǎ 5ƻƴΩǘ aŀǘŎƘ aŀŎƘƛƴŜ /ƻǳƴǘ ς The machine count performed by the Senate found a total of 
2,089,442 ballots, which is 873 ballots more than was hand counted by Cyber Ninjas in the Presidential contest and 
1,046 ballots more than was hand counted by Cyber Ninjas in the U.S. Senate contest. There are dozens of other 
ŘƛǎŎǊŜǇŀƴŎƛŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƘŀƴŘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǇŀƎŜǎ нл-36 of 
the Machine Paper Ballot Count Report.   

o 51 of the 180 (28.3%) batches in the report ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ōƻǘƘ ŀ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ōŀƭƭƻǘ Ŏƻǳƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
machine count entry ǎƘƻǿ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎ ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ōȅ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜ 
count.  In this analysis, we included batches for boxes in which one Cyber NinjasΩ ballot count entry was 
missing, but the remaining batches were included, and all machine count batches were included. The 
missing batches were included because it is an indication that Cyber Ninjas missed counting or recording 
an entire batch during their hand count. 

o When comparing the total ballot counts for each box that were entered by Cyber Ninjas and the machine 
count entries, there were 14 total instances when the total box count between Cyber Ninjas and the 
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machine count differed.  The absolute difference for these boxes totaled 1,657 ballots.   The net difference 
for these boxes totaled 249 ballots.   

¶ Hand Count Inconsistent with Arizona Law ς Cyber Ninjas used a tally method to perform their hand count process. 
This method is not authorized for hand counts under state law. State statute (A.R.S. § 16-602) and the 2019 Arizona 
Elections Procedure Manual (Chapter 11, Pages 213-234) detail the authorized methods for performing a hand 
count. The only authorized method for performing a hand count of paper ballots is to use a stacking method. This 
requires that one contest be counted at a time and the ballots with votes for each candidate in that contest be 
sorted so an accurate count can be obtained. Additionally, how to determine voter intent is also outlined on page 
233 of the Elections Procedures Manual, including that the three-member board made up of differing political 
parties reach a unanimouǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŀǎ ŘƻƴŜ ƛƴ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƘŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘΦ   
 

¶ Hand Count Procedures Continuously Changed ς 5ǳǊƛƴƎ /ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƘŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƴǘΣ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ 
{ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜ ƴƻǘŜŘ άthat the hand tally began before written procedures were shared and were only 
ƳŀŘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ƭƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΦέ hōǎŜǊǾŜǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƴƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ άimplementation of the procedures as written was 
inconsistent and changes were made to the procedures regularly and in the middle of ongoing processesΦέ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ 
observations are documented in a report by the !ǊƛȊƻƴŀ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ Office titled, Report on the Partisan 
Review of the 2020 General Election in Maricopa CountyΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
observers are included below.  

o Voter Intent (pages 32-33) ς ά/ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŎƻǇȅ ƻŦ 
the Arizona state laws or procedures that govern voter intent rules. Each member of the counting crew were 
ǘƻƭŘ ǘƻ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŀƭƭƻǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƻƳ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǾƻǘŜǊ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘΦέ 

o Hand Tally Error Rate (pages 28-30) ς άWhile the written policies require batches of 100 ballots, in practice, 
there were a variety of circumstances that resulted in batches of under 100 ballots... There were no 
standards in place for addressing any discrepancies, recording the tally often came down to the opinion of 
the table lead... The fluctuating batch size was a significant concern because it created an unacceptably 
ƘƛƎƘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŜǊǊƻǊΣ ƻǊ ŜǊǊƻǊ ǊŀǘŜΦέ   
 

/ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎΩ ƛƴŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŎƻƴǘǊŀǎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ official canvass of the 
November 2020 General Election. While it took Cyber Ninjas six months to count two contests and release a report with 
information contradictory ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŜƴŀǘŜΩǎ ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘ, the County completed its canvass of over 2,089,563 ballots by 
November 20, 2020 (17 days after Election Day), reporting results for over 227 separate contests. 
 
As part of the canvass, the County created a Summary Report, a Full and Complete Canvass, and a text file of detailed 
precinct level results. The County also created a Cast Vote Record, that lists the results tabulated for every contest on every 
ballot. These four separate documents include the certified results for the November 2020 General Election and reconcile 
perfectly.  

 

https://azsos.gov/sites/default/files/2020_Ballot_Review_Report_ver20210819-03_Review.pdf
https://azsos.gov/sites/default/files/2020_Ballot_Review_Report_ver20210819-03_Review.pdf
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(Cyber Ninjas Volume III Report Sections - 5.7.5, 5.7.6, 5.7.10, 5.7.13) 
 
Cyber Ninjas made four claims that the County used questionable ballot paper and out-of-calibration printers. All four claims 
are false. 
 

Cyber Ninjas Volume III County  
Analysis Reference Claim 

5.7.5 (pg. 52) άIƛƎƘ .ƭŜŜŘ-¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ wŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ .ŀƭƭƻǘǎέ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ±ƻǘŜ{ŜŎǳǊ paper False Claim 

5.7.6 (pg. 54) άLƳǇǊƻǇŜǊ tŀǇŜǊ ¦ǘƛƭƛȊŜŘέ  False Claim 

5.7.10 (pg. 57) άhǳǘ ƻŦ /ŀƭƛōǊŀǘƛƻƴ .ŀƭƭƻǘ tǊƛƴǘŜǊǎέ False Claim 

5.7.13 (pg. 61) άvǳŜǎǘƛƻƴŀōƭŜ .ŀƭƭƻǘǎέ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴƻƳŀƭƻǳǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ False Claim 

 

A.R.S. § 16-502 (A) describes the form and contents of ballots.  

 

 

The County prepared and printed all official ballots used in the November 2020 General Election in accordance with state 
laws. This included printing ballots on white paper with black ink. All paper was of sufficient thickness to prevent the printing 
from being discernible on the opposite side. While not a requirement, the County used certified 80lb VoteSecur paper for 
all ballots during the 2020 Elections. The VoteSecur paper is the preferred paper type recommended by Dominion Voting 
Systems for use with the Democracy Suite 5.5-B tabulation equipment, which is the equipment that the County currently 
leases. 
 

  

5.7.5 (High-Bleed Through Rates) & 5.7.6 (Improper Paper Used) 
 

 

/ȅōŜǊ bƛƴƧŀǎ ŎƭŀƛƳ ǘƘŜȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ άмл ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇŀǇŜǊǎέ ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ōŀƭƭƻǘǎΦ aŀǊƛŎƻǇŀ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǳǎŜŘ улƭō ±ƻǘŜ{ŜŎǳǊ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŦƻǊ 
every ballot (early, Election Day, provisional and printed from accessible voting devices) issued to voters during the 
November 2020 General Election. Election Day, early and provisional ballots are printed on 19 inch, 80lb VoteSecur paper. 
Ballots cast on accessible voting devices are printed on 8.5x11 inch 80lb VoteSecur paper. Our purchase and 
inventory/delivery records confirm that only VoteSecur paper was used for official ballots mailed to voters and for ballots 
printed at in-person voting locations.  
 
The County used other types of paper for office use in three instances, but none included paper for tabulated ballots. 
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¶ Control Slips & Envelopes ς At the voting locations, control slips and affidavit envelopes are also printed. The paper 
used for these other purposes is too small and not formatted correctly to be used for printing a ballot. 

¶ Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA) ballots τ Military and Overseas voters may return 
ballots by mail, fax, or a secure portal. Ballots returned by fax or the secure portal must be printed on standard 
printer paper, as it is not currently possible to print these ballots in a tabulatable format. The ballots are then 
duplicated onto a standard ballot using 80lb VoteSecur paper for tabulation. The original UOCAVA ballots were 
subpoenaed by the Senate and included in the production of items provided to Cyber Ninjas.  

¶ Large Print & Braille Ballots ς Tabulation equipment cannot read braille, and large print ballots are printed on large 
sheets of paper. Both of these ballot types are duplicated onto a standard ballot using 80lb VoteSecur paper for 
tabulation. The original braille and large print ballots were subpoenaed by the Senate and included in the 
production of items provided to Cyber Ninjas. 

 
In the November 2020 General Election and all subsequent elections, we have identified zero instances of ballots counted 
by the tabulation equipment and printed on paper other than 80lb VoteSecur paper.  
 
Cyber Ninjas also incorrectly state that bleed through cannot happen when VoteSecur paper, the recommended paper, is 
used. They did not confirm their incorrect assumption with the paper manufacturer (see Exhibit ς PAPER #1 and Exhibit -
PAPER #2). According to the manufacturer (Roland), the VoteSecur paper that the County used in the November 2020 
General Election did not have any special properties that would prevent bleed-through from felt or Sharpie pens. Because 
bleed-through can occur, the County designed ballots with offset columns to prevent it from impacting tabulation. Cyber 
bƛƴƧŀǎ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōƭŜŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǘŀōǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ ǇŀƎŜ рн ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ άOut of the several 
thousand ballot images that were manually reviewed we could not find any images where bleed-through was close enough 
to a ballot oval to cause mistabulation, nor did we see any immediate correlation with adjudication.έ    
 

  

5.7.10 (Printer Calibration) 
 

 

The Elections Department uses a detailed checklist when preparing Ballot-on-Demand printers for use at voting locations. 
This includes a series of tests to confirm toner levels and proper calibration. During setup at a voting location, the setup 
teams also perform a series of test prints to verify the printers are functioning properly. These tests were completed for all 
printers and voting locations. However, as printers are used throughout the election, it is possible that they can run low on 
toner or paper and may become misaligned when replacing these items. For these reasons, the County has a technical 
assistance hotline and a team of technical support staff members that can be dispatched to voting locations. 
 
There are several markings on each ballot (see PAPER Image #1). Some are very important for tabulation and reporting 
purposes, and others are used for printing and ballot identification purposes. These markings include: 
¶ Timing Marks τ The tabulation equipment does not actually read the ballot text or handwriting from voters. To 
Ŏƻǳƴǘ ǾƻǘŜǊǎΩ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŀōǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎ ƳŀǊƪǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ballot to determine where the ovals should be, anŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƭƻƻƪǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǾƻǘŜǊΩǎ ƳŀǊƪ ƛƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎ 
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marks are damaged, the tabulation equipment will be unable to read the ballot, and it must be duplicated by 
bipartisan teams of two onto a new ballot.  

¶ Ballot Style ς Ballots are customized for each area of Maricopa County to ensure that voters only vote for the 
candidates and ballot questions for which they are lawfully entitled to cast their ballots. So, for example, voters 
who reside in Legislative District 1 are not offered ballots listing candidates for Legislative District 4, because they 
cannot lawfully vote for them. There were over 10,920 ballot styles in the 2020 General Election and some voters 
had more than 60 contests on the ballot. When a color is included, it means there are different ballot styles within 
a precinct. 

¶ 2-D Barcodes ς These barcodes provide the County with a quick way to identify the ballot style and are primarily 
used to identify the ballot for printing. They do not contain any information other than the ballot style and even 
include the human readable information below it. 

¶ Alignment Guides ς There are four alignment guides (two circles with cross hairs and two crosses) in the corners of 
the ballot that are only for printing purposes and do not impact tabulation. 

 

 
 

  

5.7.13 (Questionable Ballots) 
 

 

The Elections Department and its print vendor use a variety of printers (large scale HP printing press, Indigo 12000, Lexmark 
923, Oki 9650, Oki B432) to print ballots. These commercial printers come with different settings and features, but they all 
ensure the same high level of security around ballot creation, printing, verification and counting no matter how a voter 

PAPER Image #1 ς Ballot Markings 

(Above) Image of a test ballot and a description of some of 
the important markings on a ballot.   
















































































































































